Docket No. 4001-1011 

Appln. No. 10/068,904 

j 

REMARKS 

Initially Applicants would like to thank Examiner Shin 
for granting an interview and for her time spent during the 
interview . 

The application is believed to be in condition for 
allowance for the reasons set forth^ below. 

Claims 1 and 3-14 are pending in the application. 

Claims 1, 3, 4, 11, 12, 13 and 143 were rejected as 
unpatentable over ROTHSCHILD et al . 6,678,703 in view of PETERS 
5,592,571. That rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Claim 1 recites among other steps, the step of 
automatically assessing the quality of a digital image by using 
at least one criterion stored on a computer belonging to an 
image-providing appliance. The criterion for the assessment of 
the digital image is the signal-to-noise ratio of the digital 
image . 

The position set forth in the Official Action is that 
the combination of ROTHSCHILD and PETERS disclose image quality 
assessment and that the image quality assessment is based on a 
signal-to-noise ratio of the image. 

However, this poition is believed to be untenable at 
least for the following reasons. 

First, PETERS does not disclose that for which it is 
offered with respect to automatically assessing an image. 
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As set forth during the interview, PETERS does not 
automatically assess the quality of a digital image using a 
computer belonging to the image-providing appliance. 

Rather, PETERS discloses a method wherein an image is 
digitally reprocessed to enhance the image for visual evaluation. 

Column 1, line 53 to column 2, line 15 of PETERS 
disclose that image "evaluation" is primarily a process of pattern 
recognition carried out manually with a user's eyes. Based on an 
image that the viewer sees, the viewer is able to draw conclusions 
about the content of the image. 

The manual visual evaluation of PETERS is completely 
different from a computer automatically assessing a digital image. 
PETERS does not automatically assess the quality of a digital 
image using a computer belonging to the image-providing appliance 
as recited. 

ROTHSCHILD does not overcome the shortcomings of PETRS 
with respect to the features. Rather, column 18, line 63 to column 
19, line 8 of ROTHSCHILD discloses sending an image to a 
radiologist for visual interpretation. 

The proposed combination of references does not suggest 
automatically assessing the quality of a digital image by using at 
least one criterion stored on a computer belonging to an image- 
providing appliance, wherein the criterion is the signal-to-noise 
ratio of the digital image. 
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Second, PETERS does not disclose that for which it is 
offered with respect to signal-to-noise ratio. 

As pointed out at the interview, the signal-to-noise 
ratio disclosed, for example, on column 19, lines 62-65 and 
column 20, lines 60-64 of PETERS is with respect to "smoothing" 
and image "enhancement " . 

As disclosed on column 4, lines 3-47 of PETERS, 
"smoothing" is a method of reducing selected intensities using 
hysteresis filters. The above noted passage on column 19 provides 
that signal-to-noise ratio is improved by image processing 
especially "smoothing". However, signal-to-noise ratio is not 
used as a criterion for assessing the digital image. 

In contrast, according to the present invention, 
digital pictures are automatically assessed using signal-to-noise 
ratio and on the basis of the signal-to-noise ratio, selected 
digital images that have sufficient quality for publication are 
published on the Internet. 

As set forth during the interview, Applicant is not 
individually attacking the references, but instead, is pointing 
out that neither reference discloses each of the recited steps. 
Thus, at least the step of automatically assessing the quality of 
a digital image by using at least one criterion stored on a 
computer belonging to an image-providing appliance, wherein the 
criterion for the assessment of the digital image is the signal- 
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to-noise ratio of the digital image, would not have been obvious 
to one having ordinary skill in the art. 

Moreover, as pointed out during the interview, the 
present claims are directed to a method that requires certain 
steps to be performed in a specific manner. The broad teaching of 
"image assessment" and "signal-to-noise ratio" does not provide 
sufficient disclosure to render obvious the present claims. 

Independent claims 12 and 13 include similar 
recitations to that of claim 1. The analysis above regarding 
claim 1 is equally applicable to claims 12 and 13. 

Claims 5 and 7-10 were rejected as unpatentable over 
ROTHSCHILD et al . in view of PETERS and further in view of GUPTA 
et al. 6,370,480. That rejection is respectfully traversed. 

GUPTA is only cited for the disclosure of ranking an 
image. GUPTA does not disclose automatically assessing the 
quality of a digital image by using at least one criterion stored 
on a computer belonging to an image-providing appliance, wherein 
the criterion for the assessment of the digital image is the 
signal-to-noise ratio of the digital image as recited in claim 1. 
As set forth above, ROTHSCHILD in view of PETERS does not 
disclose these features. Since claims 5 and 7-10 depend from 
claim 1 and further define the invention, the proposed 
combination of references would not have rendered obvious claims 
5 and 7-10. 



Docket No. 4001-1011 
Appln. No. 10/068,904 

Claim 6 was rejected as unpatentable over ROTHSCHILD et 
al. in view of PETERS and further in view of KELLEY et al . U.S. 
PGPUB No. 2002/0082864. That rejection is respectfully 

traversed . 

The KELLEY reference is only cited for the disclosure 
of updating an image assessment over the Internet. KELLEY does 
not disclose what is recited in claim 1. As set forth above, 
ROTHSCHILD in view of PETERS does not disclose what is recited in 
claim 1. Since claim 6 depends from claim 1 and further defines 
the invention, the proposed combination of references would not 
have rendered obvious claim 6. 

In view of the foregoing remarks, it is believed that 
the present application is in condition for allowance. 
Reconsideration and allowance are respectfully requested. 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized in this, 
concurrent, and future replies, to charge payment or credit any 
overpayment to Deposit Account No. 25-0120 for any additional 
fees required under 37 C.F.R. § 1.16 or under 37 C.F.R. § 1.17. 

Respectfully submitted, 
YOUNG & THOMPSON 

Liam McDowell, Reg. No. 44,231 
745 South 23 rd Street 
Arlington, VA 22202 
Telephone (703) 521-2297 
Telefax (703) 685-0573 
(703) 979-4709 
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